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Unitarians Defended by their own Oppo- 
nents. 


We proceed with such extracts from Pro- 
fessor Stuart’s Letters to Dr. Miller, as tend 
comple tely to justify many obnoxious posi- 
tions that have hitherto been taken by Unita- 
rians. 

The supporters of the doctrine which the 
Professor controverts had said, in attempting 
to explain the eternal generation of the Son, 
that ** the same numerical essence is commu- 
nicated to the same numerical essence ;” 
upon which Professor Stuart exclaims, “after 
all the efforts I can make to understand it, it 
is, as yet, absolutely uninielligible to me. ‘To 
understand how the snme numerical essence 
can be said to communicate the whole of it- 
self to the same numerical essence, 1 must 
give over in despair, to intellects of a differ- 
ent order from that which I possess.” p. 81. 

Ilow often has such language on the part 
of Unitarians been met with the most aggra- 
vated reproaches ! It has never been allowed 
to be the least excuse to us, that we could not 
understand the doctrines or expisnations of 
our adversaries. The only alternative for us 
was, implicit belief, or unconditional denun- 
ciation «If Professor Stuart is treated with 
more tenderness, it will certainly so far augur 
well for our cause. 

Hear him again, and it will seem as if 
some Unitarian were expostulating with his 
uncandid opponents.—* | do not complain 
of it, because the subject may be obscure, and 
above my comprehension as to the manner 
in which the communication may take place ; : 
but [ complain that the pro; yosition itself is, 
to my mind, unmeaning and unintelligible.” 
p. ol. 

If the following maxims be universally al- 
lowed, the controversy on the ‘Trinity will 
assume altogether a different shape from what 
it hitherto has borne. 

“ We are not allowed, therefore, by the 
common laws of language, to assert any thing 








which, when examined, proves to be cither a 
contradiction, or an incongruitv: and then to 
take refuce from objections which may be 


made to our language, under the pretence 
that the subject is mysterious, and consequent- 
ly it is improper to urge investigation respect- 
ing it. It may be true, indeed, that the sub- 
| ject is mysterious. But what I have expressed 
| about such a subje ct, if | have used languag 
|| with any propriety, is, of course, only what | 
| knew or conceived about it in my mind.— 

| ‘Phis can certainly be mach intelligible to 
another mind; therefore no mystery in my 
CL PTOSSION : at least there ought to be none. 

* The propriety of these distinctions will 
not, Lapprehend, be called in question.”— 
p. dv. 

We assure the open-hearted Professor that 
the propriety of these distinetions wit be call- 
ed in question, or Unitarianism is about to 
see the dawn of a brighter day then has ever 
yet shone upon it, 

But itis when Mr. Stuart examines the 
scriptures, that he makes the most alarming 
|} encroachinents on the domains of orthodoxy. 
| Within a few years, the very name of biblical 
criticism, has fallen into disrepute among 
‘Trinitarians, in consequence of the conclu- 
| clusions to which it has conducted its mos: 
| eminent votaries. Put the intrepid author 
| before us has not been daunted by the outcry 
| thus unreasonably raised. Lis reputation in 
this department of sacred learnine has long 
been deservedly high. Lfis_ sixth, seventh, 
| eighth, and ninth letters in the pamphlet now 
| under review, are no less calculated to sus- 
| tain that reputation, than to present an entire- 
ly new aspect for the ‘Trinitarian question 
from what it has hitherto worn in this country 
—We cannot conceive of a determined ‘Tri- 
nitarian as reading these letters, without ab- 
solutely trembling through the whole peru- 
sal. We confidently affirm, that some ot 
the results of Professor Stuart’s critical inves- 
tigations go as far to confirm the peculia 
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doctrines of Unitarians, as any thing which 
has as yet been published on our side of the 
question; and shall now fortily the assertion 
by some striking extracts. 

“On proceeding to tivestigate the exact 
meaning of the phrase Son of God, as applied 
to Jesus Christ in the New ‘Testament, our 
author lavs down the following rule, which he 
establishes by a very copious induction of 
quotations from all parts of scripture, as well 
as from languages kindred to the Hebrew.— 
The Son of any thing, according to oriental 
idiom, may be either what is closely connect- 
ed with it, dependent on it, &c.” — p. 96. 

To the same purpose: “every kind of re- 
lation o1 resemblance whether real or imagi- 
nary, every kind of connexion, is cheracteri- 
sed by calling it the son of that thing to which 
it stands thus related, or with which it is con- 
nected.” p. 99. 

Coming still nearer to the point in question, 
our author examines closely the expression 
Sons of Godin the plural number, as it oc- 
curs in various parts of the Bible. And the 
following, in his own words, is at length a 
summary view of the various meanings of 
the phrase in question. 

“(1.) Sons of God means the pious, or 
those who profess to love and obey God.—( 2. ) 
It means angels, or supernatural spiritual be- 
ings—(3.) It means kings, and perhaps their 
vicegerents, i. e. magistrates—(4.) It desig- 
nates the relation in which all men stand to 
God, as the author of their being.”” p. 105. 

And _ now, with respect to the phrase Son 
of God when it is applied to Christ. 

" “1, Christ is called the Son of God, be- 
cause,in respect to his HUMAN NATURE, he 
is derived from God.” pp. 110. 

To prove this position, the following verse 
is alledged, Luke 1: 35. “ The angel said 
to her, divine influence shall come upon thee, 
and the power of the most high shall over- 
shadow thee; WHEREFORE that holy Sag ve. 
which shall be born, shall be called the Son 
or Gop. 

‘Here then,” observes Mr. Stuart, “ the 
angel of God himself has stated the ground of 
the appellation Son of God, as given to the 
Saviour, to be the production of his human 
nature by divine supernatural influence.— 
Whatever other reasons we admit, this must 
not be excluded. p. 110. 

The angel does not say, that the child 
should be called Son of God, because the 
Logos who was eternally Son should be uni- 
ted with him or dwell in him: but he should 
be called Son, because of supernatural divine 








power exercised to produce his conception.” 
p. eee 


“Lh. The second reason, which the inspi- 
red apostles have given, why Christ was c:ll- 
ed the Son of God, is, the elevated dignity 
that was conferred on him as the Messiah. 

“In Acts 18, 32,33, Paul in addressing 
the Jews at Antioch, says, “ We declare unto 
you glad tidings, how that the promise which 
was made unto the fathers, Giod hath fulfilled 
the same unto us their children, in that he 
hath raised up Jesus again: as it is written 
in the second Psalm, thou art my son, this day 
have I begotten thee.” . ‘ 

* The resurrection of Christ from the dead, 
then, is the accomplishment of that predic- 
tion in the second Psalm, which speaks of 
Christ as Son, and of his generation. But 
why should the resurrection of Jesus consti- 
tute a reason for the appellation in question ? 
Oihers have been raised froin the dead be- 
sides Jesus. ‘Lhe answer, as it seems to me, 
must be that the resurrection of Jesus was the 
commencement of his elevation to supreme 
dignity—a pledge, an earnest of all which was 
to follow.” p. 115. 

Does all this sound like Trinitarianism ? 


Listen to another of our Professor’s expla- 
nations. “ When Jesus asked Martha whether 
she believed in his power to save from death 
those who trusted in him, she replied, “ Yea, 
Lord; Lbelieve that thou art the Christ, the 
Son of God, which should come into the 
world ;” i. e. thou art the king of the Jews. 
John 11: 27.” p. 119. 

In p. 121, Professor Stuart observes, that 
“the resurrection of Christ was the very cir- 
cumstance that commenced his elevation to 
the throne of supreme dominion.” f this be 
the case, may we not ask, whether Professor 
Stuart or his followers would say absolutely 
that Christ is God? 


If a Unitarian preacher should hazard from 
the pulpit the critical explanation contained 
inthe tollowing parenthesis, he would be lia- 
ble at least to the epithet of very bold. 

*“ The only begotten Son, who is in the bo- 
som of the Father, (i. e. most dear to him, or 
beloved by him) that hath declared him.”— 
p- 123. 

“ Saints are the brethren of Christ, because 
they are the Sons of God, and he is the Son 
of God; but can we draw the inference from 
this, that they have a nature really divine, be- 
cause they are his brethren’ Can the title, 
then, in itself considered, prove that Christ is 
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adivine person; or can it be assumed, that 
the title necessary imports this? [know the 
Jews, in one instance, argued in this way; 
but of this more hereafter. 

“ Finally of the title Son necessarily im- 
ports eternal generation and divine nature, I 
am utterly unable to make out any exegesis 
[interpretation |; of 1 Corinth. 15:28. “Thus 
the passage stands; “ When all things shall 
be subdued unto him [the Sun} then shall the 
Son HiMseLF be sulyect unto him that put 
all things under him, that God may be Au. 
iINALL. If Son then be (as such) the divine 
Logos, be eternally begotten, and very God 
of very God, what is this subjection? And 
how in he, who is his divine nature is “ God 
over all,” and immutable, to become su/jyect 
to the Father, in order that Gop may be ALL 
INALL?” p. 124. 


The solution of these difficulties has often 
perplexed other persons besides Professor 
Stuart: but for having dared to express 
them, they have incureed more obloquy, de- 
sention, and reproach, than we hope will fall 
to the lot of the frank and learned Professor. 

Again; Mr. Stuart mained that phrase 
coming into the world, is used in the New- 
Testament in the sense of entering upon the 
duties of any public office, specially the pro- 
phetic office ; and so applies it to our Savi- 
our, p. 144. 

But the most remarkable passage is yet to 
come; on which after having made a few ob- 
servations, we shall bid farewell for the pre- 
sent to Professor Stuart. 

“ If,” says he,p. 151, Father, Son and Holy 
Spirit are words, which designate the distinc- 
tions of the Godhead as manifested to us in 
the economy of redemption, (which after the 
preceding investigation, 1 cannot doubt) and 
are not intended to mark the eternal relations 
of the Godhead, as they are in themselves ; 
and in respect to each other ; then we may 
easily account for these designations, without 
being obliged at all to recur to the supposi- 
tion, which you seem to think inevitable ; (viz. 
the eternal generation of the Son of God.) 

‘Towards the conclusion of the same page, 
he again suggests his opininion, that the 
names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit came 
not originally from internal distinctions in the 
Godhead, but from the manner in which the 
Godhead is revealed to us in the economy of 
redemption. 

We say at once, and we venture to say it in 
behalf of all our Unitarian brethren, that if 
this be genuine ‘Trinitarianism, we have no 














childish prejudices in favour of a mere name, 
but are willing forthwith to be denominated 
Trinitarians. So long as the doctrine of the 
strict unity and simplicity of the Deity can 
be faithfully preserved, and all internal dis- 
tinctions of his nature dexived, as Professor 
Stuart would have them to be, we cannot 
help but wandering and iequiring, where is 
the diflererice between us ? ‘The author before 
us, indeed, speaks in different parts of his 
book of a Logos separate from Jesus Clirist, 
but which at his birth became united to him, 
and this is the only point where he exhibits 
the best semblance of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. But to say nothing of the suspicion 
which Mr. Stuart has himself thrown upon 
the Trinitarian hypothesis of the Logos, by 
his lucid exhibition of the influence of the 
platonic philosophy, who or what can this 
Logos ber It cannot be a separate person or 
distinction in the Godhead, since Professor 
Stuart denies any such distinction to exist, and 
if it means the Father, or the simple Deity 
himself, why, then we come broadly npon 
pure Unitarian ground, and the word Logos 
will be but another name for the Deity, and 
the union of the Logos with Jesus Christ will 
signify nothing more nor less than that inti- 
mate communication of the Deity with our 
Saviour which is the very essence and foun- 
dation of the creed of Unitarian Christians. 
Thus, unless we are strangely beguiled, it is 
nothing but a matter of words which sepa- 
rates us from Professor Stuart. We do not 
wish to encroach with unhallowed tread into 
the planes of orthodoxy. We do not wish 
to deprive our opponents of the pleasure of 
looking down upon us with that pity and 
scorn which they often see fit to exercise. We 
do not aim to court them back to our pre- 
septs and to the mutual offices of religion by 
affecting a uniformity with their belief. But 
this we are constrained to repeat, and Dr. Stu- 
art and his followers may make what use of 
it they please, that if ‘Trinitarianism does not 
imply any “ internal distinctions in the God- 
head, -but only “ the manner in which the 
Godhead is revealed tous in the economy of 
redemption,” we, and we fondly believe all 
our brethren everywhere, beg leave to be re- 
garded as sincere and undouting converts to 
orthodoxy, and on our own humble individual 
parts, would be perfectly willing to change 
the title of this insignificant sheet to that of 
the Trinitarian Defendant ; rather recom- 
mending, however, at the same time, that we 
should all adopt the name of Unitarians, as 
being infinitely more expressive of the nature 
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of our mutual belief, and not liable to lead 
away simple minds astray, by seeming to 
mean just the contrary of what itis intended 
to mean. 
-SFa— 

Having now completed the full number for 
whet we became pledged by the terms of Sub- 
scription, we shall at present suspend, for 
a greater or less time, the publication of the 
Unitarian Defendant. Our future measures 
might be governed by circumstances. Should 
the general voice of our subscribers appear 
to urge a continuance of the publication, it 
will probably be resumed in some mode or 
other. For our own parts, however, we are 
inclined to think the multiplication of subor- 
dinate controversial works inexpedient. The 
Christian Disciple, published at Boston, and 
the Unitarian Miscellany at Baltimore, are 
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amply sufficient to supply the demand which 
generally exists for useful information on 
points involved in this controversy. It is on- 
ly when the cause of liberal Christianity sus- 
tains local oppression and misrepresentation, 
that subshiary attempts at resistance like the 
present seem to be necessary. We profess 
to held ourselves prepared to encouter any in- 
jurious influences that may be unfairly level- 
led against Unitarin Christianity in this quar- 
ter. But whatever way Providence shall 
point out for doing good by the humble la- 
bours of our pens, shall be unshrinkingly pur- 


sued. 
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PRINTED FOR THE EDITOR BY J. R. SCHENCE, 
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